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REMARKS 

Claims 1,3,5,6, 11, 12, 14-17. 19-21, 23, 25-34 and 41-48 were pending in this 
application and all have been rejected in the Office Action. The examiner has acknowledged 
that claims 14-16, 3 1 , 32 and 34 would be allowable if rewritten to overcome the rejections 
under 35 U.S.C. § 1 12, |2 and to inclu de all of the limitations of the base claim and any 
intervening claims. Claims 17 and 43 lave been canceled, with the limitations of claim 17 
incorporated into claim 1, and the limiiations of claim 43 incorporated into claim 41. The 
applicants have amended claims 1,3,5, 11, 19,21,41 and 48 and respectfully submit that 
claims 1, 3, 5, 6, 1 1, 12, 14-16, 19-21, 23, 25-34, 41 , 42 and 44-48 are now allowable. 

The examiner rejected claim 48 under 35 U.S.C. § 1 12, 1 and 2. Specifically, the 
examiner objected to the lack of recitat on of an IC chip. The applicants have amended 
claim 48 to include specific reference to an IC chip. The rejection is therefore overcome. 

The examiner further rejected claims 1, 3, 5, 6, 1 1, 12, 14-17, 19-21,23, 25-34 and 
41-48 under 35 U.S.C. § 1 12, %t as being indefinite. The rejections of claim 17 and 43 are 
moot in light of the cancellation ofthoss two claims. As to independent claims 1,41 and 48, 
the examiner objected to the phrase "foiming a majority of the rigid beam region" and 
similar phrases. In response, the applicints have amended claims 1 to recite " lengthwise at 
least half of the length between the spring region and flexure"; amended claim 41 to recite - 
occupying at least half of the length of tie rig,d region and at least half of the width of the 
rigid region ■; and amended claim 48 to recite - at least half of the length and at least half of 
the width of the rigid region". 

As to claims 3, 5, 6 and 1 1 , the examiner rejected these claims for being dependent on 
a canceled claim. The applicants have amended the claims as appropriate so that each claim 
now depends on a pending claim. 

The examiner further rejected claim 1 9 for the use of the phrase "aerodynamic cross- 
sectional profile". The applicants have amend claims 19 to recite "a rounded edge to 
minimize wind drag" and believe that th<: amendment overcomes the rejection. 
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The examiner further rejected < laim 2 1 for the use of the phrase "configured as a heat 
dissipation structure". The applicants Have amend claims 21 to recite a structural feature, 
"grooves", and believe that the amendment overcomes the rejection. 

The rejection of 1,3, 5, 6, 11, 12, 14-17, 19-21, 23, 25-34 and 41-48 for 
indefiniteness have therefore been ove-come. 

Applicant respectfully requests that a timely Notice of Allowance be issued in this 


case. 


Respectfully Submitted, 


RAYMOND R WOLTER et al. 



Tong Wu, #43,361 
FAEGRE & BENSON LLP 
2200 Wells Fargo Center 
90 South Seventh Street 
Minneapolis, MN 55402-3901 
612/766-6804 


Dated: April 11,2005 
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